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FOREWORD

This study is the fourth in a series prepared by the
Office of Air Force History concerning logistics support of
the air war in Southeast Asia. As in the case of the
preceding works, its purpose is not to describe Air Force
logistic support as such. Rather, it is to point up some of
the problems dealt with and plans formulated by the air
logistic staff in the period January 1968 through December 1969.

The series also includes the following titles: USAF
Logistic Plans and Policies in Southeast Asia, 1965; USAF
Logistic Plans and Policies in Southeast Asia, 1966; and USAF
Plans and Policies: Logistic and Base Construction in Southeast
Asia, 1967. In addition, the Office of Air Force History has
issued nine other studies dealing with various aspects of Air
Force participation in Southeast Asia. Among the latter titles
are: The Air Force in Vietnam: The Search for Military
Alternatives, 1967; USAF Plans and Policies: R&D for Southeast
Asia, 1968; and The Air Force in Southeast Asia: The Admin-
istration Emphasizes Air Power, 1969.

T oted Ndertsgl

ROBERT N. GINSBURGH
Major General, USAF
Chief, Office of Air Force History
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I. STATUS OF THE LOGISTIC POSTURE IN SEA

(U) During the 1968-1969 time frame, Air Force logistic
planning for Southeast Asia (SEA) changed sharply in complexion.
Previously, planning had centered on providing a logistic base
capable of supporting the massive buildup of Air Force units in
SEA. By the start of 1968, however, most of the logistic support
problems that had been the inevitable concomitant of the rapid
buildup in SEA were well in hand. Permanent type field mainten-
ance facilities comparable to those in the United States had been
established at all 17 main bases where major USAF tactical units
were stationed. The lay-in of supplies and equipment had levelled
off. Supply accounts had been automated at all but two bases, and
standard operating procedures had replaced the emergency meas-
ures of earlier years. Although a few problems remained,
primarily in the area of supply, a normal logistic pipeline capable
of supporting an air war of virtually indefinite duration had been
established and was functioning smoothly.

The Logistic Challenge

(U) With the main elements of a responsive logistic support
base operative in SEA, the attention of Air Force logistic planners
turned from buildup problems to challenges of a different nature.
In large part, these stemmed from the two-fold objective of re-
ducing U.S. involvement in the war and cutting military spending.
Growing domestic pressure to disengage U.S. forces from SEA
and the consequent search for a means to that end touched off a
series of policy reappraisals which began in early 1968 and
continued throughout most of the next two years. In the course of
these reappraisals, every conceivable combination of military,
political, and negotiating strategy was weighed--and several were
tried--ranging from greatly increased military pressure to with-
drawal of all U.S. and allied forces within six months.2

Mm@l These reassessments, by calling into question the
premises on which force planning was originally based, intro-
duced an element of uncertainty that enormously complicated
planning for effective logistic support of the war. As Mr. Paul
H. Nitze, Deputy Secretary of Defense, observed in mid-May
1968, nothing was firm. Uncertainties existed concerning the




nature of the future threat; the size and mix of future U.S. forces
in SEA; and the ultimate cost of maintaining the U.S. posture and
commitments in SEA. There might be a continuing requirement
for substantial U.S. forces, for only a few forces, or even for no
forces. Those needed to launch a successful offensive, to sustain
a defensive posture, or to bring the war to an end were equally
unknown. Above all, the outcome of the war and the U.S. ability
to conclude it on favorable terms were in doubt. Given these un-
certainties, a realistic planning basis was totally 1acking.3

(U) The dilemma created by lack of a firm planning platform
was intensified by sharp fluctuations in the level of air activity as
military pressure was alternately increased and relaxed in an
effort to induce the start of peace negotiations. Corresponding
variations occurred in the posture of U.S. forces. Supporting
force and activity levels that were constantly changing presented
difficult if not unfamiliar managerial problems.4 Compounding them,
and underlying all others, were those created by successive budget
reductions, which disrupted orderly planning throughout the entire
spectrum of production, maintenance, and supply support.

(U) Difficulties in preparing the Fiscal Year 1970 budget exem-
plified ‘the impact of increasingly severe fiscal constraints. Under
the original guidance for preparing that budget, the Air Force was
directed to assume that the forces deployed in SEA in 1968 would
remain for an indefinite time. It was also to assume that opera-
tional activity would decline by about 20 percent from the levels
sustained during post-Tet operations. Rather than decreasing, air
operations continued at the same and even higher rates. Funds to
support those operations were reduced, however, by amounts
ranging from 10 to 20 percent.5 By the spring of 1969, when the
budget was finally presented to Congress, further cuts had been
made. These were followed in the summer and fall of 1969 by
those ordered under Project 703, an administration effort to trim
$3 billion from the defense budget, $1 billion of which was to come
from Air Force funds. Of this, approximately $300 million was
scheduled to be cut in the munitions budget alone.

i )

(U) To stay within the lower funding levels, the Air Force
had to reduce tactical air sorties in SEA from 20,000 to 15,000 a
month, for a savings of $71.8 million in total obligating authority
(TDA) for munitions; and B-52 Arc Light sorties from 1, 600 to
1,400 a month, for a further munitions savings of $216 million.

e
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(U) In the final analysis, then, the challenge facing Air Staff
logisticians in the 1968-69 period was to support forces of un-
known size over a period of unknown duration at activity levels of
unknown and frequently changing magnitude, given budget resources
that were rapidly shrinking.

Supply Effectiveness

(U) One measure of how well the challenge was met could be
found in the supply effectiveness rates of Air Force units in SEA.
During 1968-69, air combat activity rose to record highs with USAF
aircraft flying more than 1,000,000 sorties in 1968 (an increase of
about 18 percent over 1967) and another 900,000 in 1969, 7 Despite
correspondingly heavy demands on the supply system, and notwith-
standing the arrival of additional aircraft--including several for
which no previous operational experience existed--the overall SEA
NORS (Not Operationally Ready for Supgly) rate exceeded 3 percent
only twice in the entire 2-year period.

(U) These rates--the lowest in Air Force history--were the
more remarkable in view of the variety of aircraft supported.
Among the nearly 1,800 USAF aircraft in SEA at the end of 1968
were some three dozen different types.9 Many were nonstandard
configurations representing models which had been modified to
perform special missions, such as transports which had been con-
verted into gunships and flareships (C-47's, C-119's, and C-130's)
and fighters that had been reconfigured as ECM (Electronic
Counter Measures) planes. Many others were aircraft that had
been reclaimed from storage, rehabilitated, and put back into
service long after equipment and supply production lines had closed
down. 10 Inevitably, NORS rates for individual aircraft fluctuated,
occasionally surpassing the overall norm.!l In general, however,
such supply problems as arose were temporary in nature and not
the result of prolonged deficiencies. This was true even in the
case of the AC-130 gunships deployed in late 1968 and early 1969,
which had to be supplied directly from the manufacturer until a
normal resupply pipeline could be developed.l2

(U) The only exception--and from a supply standpoint the
problem of greatest continuing concern--was the large quantities of
surplus assets which had accumulated at bases in SEA. These
excesses were the direct consequence--and almost inevitable
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UNCLASSIFIED

byproduct--of the rapid buildup of forces in 1965 and thereafter.
During the initial buildup stages, enormous amounts of materiel
had to be furnished by the fastest possible means. To accom-
plish this, the Air Force resorted to several emergency programs,
and to automatic or ''push'' shipments, for laying in supplies and
equipment.13 In many cases, planning factors used to provide
initial support items did not correspond with actual consumption
rates., Assets that were not used accordingly became excess. 14
The deployment of combat units with mobility support packages
containing equipment which duplicated that already provided by
other means also generated excesses, as did changes in mission
or operational concepts and failure to use aircraft to the extent
provided for in logistic planning.l9

(U) Lack of control over the movement of supplies into the
theater was another major cause of surplus assets. There were
not enough supply personnel authorized to receive and control the
huge volume of supplies moved into the theater in 1965-66, and
as a result the depots became inundated. Many urgently required
assets were therefore placed into immediate use, disregarding
the normal receiving, accounting, and issuing pr‘ocedures.16 The
rapid rotation of supply personnel, use of manual supply procedures
in the initial buildup stages, and lack of adequate warehousing
further contributed to the mounting chaos. 17

(U) The accumulation of huge quantities of excesses in SEA
began to conecern Air Staff supply officials as early as January
1966.18 At about the same time, Headquarters Pacific Air Forces
(PACAF), becoming equally concerned, directed its base materiel
managers to purify base supply accounts and institute normal
supply operations. Personnel shortages, however, delayed posi-
tive action until the following year.l9 The first concrete step was
taken in March 1967 when PACAF established the PACAF Equip-
ment Redistribution Center (PERC) at Don Muang Royal Thai Air
Force Base (RTAFB), Thailand, for the purpose of identifying
and redistributing base-funded excesses throughout PACAF, 20

(U) Although some progress was made in eliminating surplus
assets, in November 1967 Gen. Thomas P. Gerrity, Commander,
Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) singled out the status of
supply accounts as the ''most serious logistic problem of the entire
war.' General Gerrity accordingly called for an inventory of all

supplies in SEA to determine ''what we have and where it is. "
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He then ordered a redistribution of excess items to other areas in
the Air Force where they were needed. 2l

, (U) PACAF meanwhile had initiated, in mid-October 1967, a
command-wide equipment redistribution program, nicknamed
"Commando Ripe'" (Redistribution of Idle Programmed Equipment).
It was established to identify and redistribute all reparable equip-
ment not needed at SEA bases. Under this program, assets

worth more than $40 million were redistributed by mid-April 1968,
when it came to an end. An additional savings of $5.3 million was
realized in reconciled depot and base requisitions.

(U) Commando Ripe was the first of several projects which
PACAF undertook, partly in conjunction with AFLC, to purge base
supply accounts of excess assets. Similar work continued through-
out 1968 and 1969, gaining additional impetus from plans for the
possible withdrawal of U.S. forces from SEA. Notable in connec-
tion with this effort was the option given PACAF at the start of
the buildup not to maintain equipment and supply accountability.
The command had elected to do so, however, with the result that
equipment accountability was maintained in a combat environment
for the first time in U.S. military history.23 The wisdom of this
decision proved itself many times over, becoming particularly
apparent in the program to dispose of surplus assets. By the end
of 1969, PACAF had identified and reported for disposal excess
equipment valued at some $75.1 million. In addition, it had re-
distributed property valued at $191.8 million. 24

(U) Paralleling the program pioneered by PACAF was a
similar one which the Department of Defense (DOD) established in
late November 1967 following a visit to South Vietnam by Mr.
Thomas D. Morris, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations
and Logistics. On his return, Secretary Morris called for an
aggressive attack on the problem, first because excesses directly
inhibited supply effectiveness by causing congestion and frustration,
and second, because delay in identifying and redistributing assets
undercut potential savings in new procurement. Vietnam was
already being called an "Auditor's Paradise,' he warned, adding:
"No more fruitful area for headline hunting exists than in the
area of excesses.''25

(U) Acting on this recommendation, Defense Secretary Robert
S. McNamara directed the immediate redistribution of excesses
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in Vietnam. In so doing, Mr. McNamara observed that the
aftermath of past conflicts had invariably been the accumulation

of huge surpluses which, because of deterioration and obsolescence,
had little salvage value. To insure that this did not happen in
Vietnam, and to avoid the 'inefficiencies and waste experienced in
the past," he designated the Secretary of the Army to serve as
DOD Executive Agent for a program named Project PURE (Prompt
Utilization and Redistribution of Excess), which was to identify the
excess materiel of all services in SEA and make it available for
redistribution. At the same time, he directed CINCPAC (Com-
mander in Chief, Pacific Command) to establish a special agency,
to be known as PURA (Pacific Utilization and Redistribution
Agency) to supervise the redistribution or disposal of excess
materiel. 26 These programs, to which the Air Force effort be-
came linked, were unique in the history of U.S. warfare in
representing the first time positive steps were taken to retrieve
surpluses from a combat area while fighting was still going on.

(U) As was evident from the low NORS rates of Air Force
units in SEA, the excesses did not significantly interfere with USAF
support of the war. The high effectiveness of the USAF supply
system--which was put to the test of supporting sustained combat
operations for the first time during the Vietnamese conflict--was
confirmed by a steady decline in NORS rates between 1967 and 1969.
‘These reached a low of 2.4 percent in January 1969, and rose but
gradually throughout the first 7 months of 1969. 28 (See Figure 1.)

Maintenance Effectiveness

(U) The record for aircraft maintenance gave further evidence
of the effectiveness of SEA logistic support in the 1968-69 period.
Even though maintenance workloads were the highest ever experi-
enced on a protracted basis, and notwithstanding severe shortages
of skilled maintenance personnel, aircraft NORM (Not Operationally
Ready for Maintenance) rates generally remained well within the
Air Force standard of 24 percent throughout the 2-year period.
These rates were sustained despite flying hour programs that were
two to three times the normal, the highest aircraft utilization
rates in Air Force history, and a variety of adverse conditions,
including prolonged combat usage, battle damage, structural fail-
ures, exposure to environmental hazards, and the advancing age of
aircraft, 30
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As in the case of NORS rates, NORM rates for
individual aircraft varied from month to month. In October 1969,
for example, the NORM rate for B-52's rose to 54.6 percent. In
the same month, NORM rates for five other aircraft also exceeded
the standard, ranging from 25.2 percent for the C-130 to 32.4
percent for the C-121. In no case, however, were aircraft unable
to accomplish their programmed operational missions. 3!

(U) Prolonged combat use of aging aircraft had begun to

exact a severe toll, however, and in 1968-69 the penalties were
becoming increasingly apparent. Many of the aircraft supporting
the war had already seen lengthy service. Indeed, 56 percent in
the active Air Force inventory were at least 9 years old, including
76 percent of the USAF's attack aircraft, 74 percent of its bombers,
48 percent of its fighters, and 59 percent of its transports.32 To
keep these aircraft flying, it had been necessary to extend their safe
service lives, resulting in accelerated fatigue failures and wear-out
rates. 33 Moreover, as noted earlier, many in use in SEA had been §
reclaimed from storage and converted to perform missions never 4 |
envisioned in their original design.34

(U) The advancing age of aircraft, usage beyond their designedi
life, stresses imposed during combat, rigorous operating conditiong
and crash and battle damage were among factors that contributed td§
structural problems that surfaced during 1968-69. These problems
created heavy unscheduled maintenance workloads, and in a growing
number of cases, necessitated extensive aircraft rehabilitation pro-
grams to correct weaknesses that threatened standdown of major
portions of the fleet.3% Sooner or later, virtually all of the air-
craft that had proved most effective in prosecuting the war, including
the F-4, F-100, F-105, C-130, and B-52, were, to some extent or
other, afflicted with structural problems.

(U) One of the first to show fatigue symptoms was the C-130
transport--the so-called "workhorse'' of the tactical airlift fleet.
This aircraft, which was already 10 years old at the time it began
major operations in Vietnam, was Subjected to a combination of
stresses which included prolonged usage at high aircraft utilization
rates, continuous short field landings, takeoffs on rough, debris-
strewn runways, high gross operating weights, and numerous
short-duration sorties.36 By 1967, fatigue cracks had appeared in
both the upper and lower surfaces of the center wing sections,
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limiting the operational availability of the entire C-130 fleet.
Although temporary repairs were made in the field, it subsequently
became necessary to replace the center wing box beam in all
C-130B/E aircraft. This required recycling the entire force of
some 400 aircraft, at the Lockheed plant in Marietta, Georgia, to
complete repairs that took 30 days per aircraft and cost $187,000
each. Work began in November 1968 and was scheduled for com-
pletion in the summer of 1971 at an estimated total cost of $74.7
million. 37

(U) Another aircraft equally vital to the effective prosecution
of the war, the F-100 fighter bomber, also developed crgcks in
the wing center box section. Nearly 900, including 342 &ssigned
to PACAF, needed fixing. In the case of the F-100, however, it
proved possible to make corrections in the field using maintenance
teams furnished by AFLC. Repairs to the wing center section
were completed on schedule in August 1969. By then, however,
other cracks had been found. To mend these, the lower skins of
the wing center section had to be replaced on all aircraft before
they reached 4,000 hours flying time. More than 600 F-100's
required this modification, which was also performed in the field
by AFLC maintenance teams.40 Work progressed satisfactorily
but was still under way at the end of 1969. A

WEMEMNS) The operational availability of major portions of the
tactical force was also limited by wing spar cap failures, which
affected A-1, A-37, T-37, F-105, and C-124 aircraft. An example
of problems in this area was provided by the A-1 Skyraider, a
Navy aircraft reconfigured for Air Force use which began entering
the USAF inventory in 1964. The first failure occurred in October
1968 at Eglin AFB, Fla., where a modification program was in
progress to extend the safe service life of the aircraft.4l This
incident caused AFLC to ground all A-1's with more than 6,500
hours flying time and to restrict the operations of those with more
than 3,500 hours pending completion of structural modifications.
Although none of PACAF's 80 A-1l's and none of the 68 possessed
by the Vietnamese Air Force (VNAF) were grounded, most were
subject to flight restrictions, 42 ’

@ Rcpairs were still under way when AFLC discovered
that 15 A-1's assigned to PACAF and 34 belonging to the VNAF
had little or no wing spar life remaining. These aircraft would
therefore either have to be phased out or undergo major

- '




10

modification. As all A-1's were essential to the effort in SEA,

the Air Staff directed AFLC to fix them as quickly as possible.

By April 1969 it had become apparent that the number requiring
modification would be significantly greater than originally envisioned
since, by then many other A-1's had exhausted their fatigue life. 43
The Sacramento Air Materiel Area (SMAMA) accordingly established
new flight restrictions. At the same time, it formulated a program
to replace the spar caps in 166 A-l's--a modification that was
expected to increase the safe life of wings by 3,000 hours at a
total cost of $7.5 million. 44

w In the meantime, cracks continued to appear even in
aircraft being operated under the new flight restrictions (3.5"G"s).
In consequence, during the Project 703 budget exercise of September
1969, AFLC suggested phasing out the A-1 force altogether. The
Air Staff was sympathetic to this proposal, but since all available
A-1's were needed for the war's duration, it had no choice but to
proceed with the modifications. The program to replace fatigue-
damaged lower wing spar caps in PACAF and VNAF aircraft was
accordingly scheduled to start in February 1970 and was due for
completion in May 1971. 45

Severe cracks were also found in the wing spar caps
of the A-37TA Forward Air Control (FAC) fleet at Bien Hqa Air
Base, South Vietnam. In this instance, however, PACAF was
forced to ground all 20 aircraft comprising the force.46 As the
defects proved too extensive to be corrected by straps, spar caps
had to be replaced on both the upper and lower wings. This work
was performed on site by a team of 37 AFLC technicians, who
began work at Bien Hoa in February, finishing in record time in
March.47 Due to the severe flight and taxi loads placed on A-3T's
operating in SEA, however, the safe service life of the aircraft
was extended by only 1,000 hours. 48 In view of this, AFLC pro-
posed the immediate phaseout of all A=37's. To support this
recommendation, it argued that the Air Force was attempting to
maintain a modified and aging training aircraft of unknown service
life in a combat environment and that a savings of about $5 million
would be realized from its early phaseout.49 The Air Staff was
forced to veto this proposal since replacement aircraft ywere not
available. It agreed, however, that when the aircraft's safe service
life was exhausted the force would be phased out. At current flying
rates, this meant the summer of 1970. 50
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(U) Whereas prolonged usage and age were the primary
factors causing structural failures in the C-130, F-100, A-1, and
A-37, environmental conditions in SEA triggered other problems.
Even the newest aircraft in the USAF inventory were not immune
to the harsh environment, as became apparent in 1968 when the
potting compound used to insulate electrical connections in F-4
aircraft reverted from a solid to liquid state, causing the com-

- pound to lose its insulating properties and the structure of elec-
trical components to be weakened. Though use of an inferior
potting compound was the principal reason, the humidity and high
temperatures in Vietnam accelerated deterioration. 9!

W) The problem initially affected 200 F/RF-4C air-
craft in SEA, 55 of which had to be grounded. Depot teams pro-
vided by AFLC and contract personnel began repotting 700
connectors in each aircraft in November 1968. 2 With about 4, 000
manhours required per aircraft, the F-4 potting compound reversion
problem turned into what maintenance engineers termed a '"back-
breaker of unprogrammed depot workloads. '"93

(U) This problem was only the first of several experienced
in the F-4--and merely one of the myriad affecting aircraft in
SEA. Between 1966 and the end of 1968, more than $1.1 billion
was spent on modification programs solely in support of SEA
operations. 94 Concurrently, programmed and unprogrammed depot
level maintenance workloads were, of course, greatly increased.
In fiscal year 1968, for example, some 120.7 million manhours
were expended for depot level maintenance support. In fiscal year
1969, the workload rose to a total of 128.9 million direct manhours
expended, 99

(U) TIronically, all of the problems afflicting aircraft in SEA
came at a time when the maintenance capabilities of Air Force
depots were feeling the pinch of shrinking budgets most severely.
One result was massive manpower cuts which drastically limited
AFLC's maintenance resources. In fiscal year 1968, the AFLC
manpower program was underfunded by almost 2,500 man years.
This situation grew worse during fiscal years 1969-70 when another
6,400 maintenance spaces were lost. 96

(U) These cuts forced AFLC to rely increasingly on con-
tractor support. 1In fiscal year 1969, less than 50 percent of the
depot maintenance was done in-house, the remainder on contract.
To stay within existing budgets and manpower ceilings, maintenance
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also had to be deferred whenever possible. As of October 1968,
AFLC's deferred depot maintenance workload amounted to more
than $285 million. By August 1969, the deficit increased to
$363. 64 million and was expected to grow still larger in view of
the further budget and manpower cuts then pending.57

(U) Since the depot maintenance requirements of major com-
mands were funded on a priority basis, the bulk of the deferrals
occurred in mission support areas and in non-SEA operations. As
support and administrative aircraft had been among the chief
victims, their condition was a matter of growing anxiety.%8 Of
possibly even greater concern to Air Staff planners WiS the almost
total deferral of force modernization programs, which had irdplica-
tions for future capabilities of the USAF. Even programs pro-
viding for the normal replacement of equipment due to age and
condition had been repeatedly postponed, however. 99

(U) Thus, even though worldwide supply and maintenance
rates had generally remained within satisfactory limits, 60 the
necessity to finance the war from existing budgets without a
corresponding increase in fiscal resources, coupled with the over-
riding operational priorities assigned to forces in SEA, resulted in
less than optimum support and, in some cases, lowered operational
readiness rates for USAF forces stationed elsewhere in the world, 6!

(U) To minimize the impact of SEA support on non-SEA units,
procurement programs were stretched out and incrementally funded--
despite the fact that this practice often resulted in greater costs in
the long run. Depot stocks were reduced to zero and base stocks
by 20 percent. Engine modernization programs were halted.

Storage aircraft were cannibalized. The rebuilding of War Materiel-
Readiness (WRM) stocks, which had been drawn down in the early
stages of the war, was almost totally suspended. In short, to a
large extent, the high level of support provided forces in SEA was
achieved at the expense of other Air Force commands and to the
detriment of other major projects and programs. As one member
of the air logistics staff summed up, '"'SEA support has been and
continues to be maintained by a great deal of improvising, and at
the sacrifice of badly needed support in other areas. "62

(This page is UNCLASSIFIED)
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II. AIR MUNITIONS

(U) Of the various logistic problems arising from support of
the air war in 1968-69, few, if any, exceeded the complexity of
those associated with munitions planning. Since munitions formed
the sinews of war, requirements for them were not only tied to,
but they directly reflected the operations they were designed to
support. Indeed, nowhere was the course of the conflict mirrored
more clearly than in the changing needs for air munitions. As
these varied with alterations in the tempo and direction of opera-
tions, as well as with changes in sortie rates and force posture,
Air Staff planners found themselves perpetually adjusting ordnance
production rates to match anticipated demand. This process was
complicated by the need to contract for munitions well in advance,
and by DOD production limitations imposed to avoid accumulating
large qluantities of stocks that would become surplus when the war
ended. © Budget reductions and the necessity to employ incremental
funding procedures posed further complications.

Munition Requirements

_4) The tortuous nature of munitions planning was
implicit in the many revisions made in the tonnages allocated to
the Air Force in SEA in the 1968-69 period. During 1968, monthly
allocations rose from approximately 65,300 tons in March to 102,000
tons in December. The trend continued in the opening months of
1969 but thereafter was sharply reversed. By the end of 1969 the
Air Force allocation had dropped to 78,600 tons a month. (See
Figures 2 and 3.)

@ The first change occurred in early January 1968
when the Air Force allocation was raised to 72,500 tons to accom-
modate an increase in the SAC B-52 Arc Light sortie rate from
800 to 1,200 a month.2 A revised munitions allocation plan was
no sooner issued than another increase was approved in the B-52
Arc Light sortie rate, raising it to 1,800 a month. The Air
Force allocation was accordingly altered in late April to cover an
estimated monthly expenditure of 94,400 tons through 30 June 1968.

w

WimAeEy As the tempo of combat operations increased,
CINCPAC's air munition requirements--and with them Air Force
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allocations--rose steadily in the summer and fall. Thus, in July
1968, following arrival of the additional tactical air forces deployed
in the aftermath of the Tet offensive, CINCPAC raised his monthly
air munitions requirement to 135,000 tons to support approximately
37,000 combat sorties, including 1,800 Arc Light sorties. * Under
this revision, monthly Air Force expenditures were expected to
reach 99,339 tons in the last half of 1968--an increase of more than
9,000 tons over the April projections for that period.

Little more than a month later, CINCPAC projected
the need for another 17,000 tons, bringing his monthly requirement
to 152,000 tons as of August 1968.9 These requirements were again
revised sharply upwards in early December, at which time CINCPAC
asked for an all-time high of 182,000 tons a month. 6 As was
obvious from this revision, the total halt in the bombing of North
Vietnam, begun in early November,! had in no way diminished
CINCPAC's munition requirements. Rather, as the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) pointed out, the bombing halt had merely shifted the
geographical location of targets from North Vietnam to Laos. In
fact, more than three-fourths of the sorties previously flown over
North Vietnam had been redirected to interdict North Vietnamese
supply routes in Laos as part of a massive interdiction campaign
known as "Commando Hunt.' Therefore, even though the need for
certain types of munitions, such as heavy bombs, had decreased,
overall tonnage requirements were substantially greater than before.

Up to that point, the Office of the Secretary of

Defense (OSD) had supported CINCPAC's requests, and in the course
of 1968 had approved a series of production increases which pro-
gressively raised average monthly output from 96,760 tons in March
to just under 104,000 tons in October to meet projected Air Force
needs.8 While this still left a deficit between planned production and
forecast consumption, the Air Staff assumed--optimistically as it
turned out--that further production increases would follow. ©

*The CINCPAC allocations included not only the tonnages for
the Air Force indicated in Figures 2 and 3 but also those of the
Navy and Marine Corps.

+A partial halt in the bombing of North Vietnam commenced
the previous spring incident to President Johnson's announcement
of 31 March 1968 that bombing above the 20th parallel would cease.
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@R Prcssure to slow down military spending had been
mounting, however, and by December air munition budgets had
undergone the first of several cuts that were to sharply limit Air
Force ability to support operational requirements. The initial
reduction was relatively minor ($27.4 million, primarily in train-
ing items), but the second--ordered under Program Budget
Decision (PBD) 177 on 19 December--eliminated the far more sub-
stantial sum of $427.7 million, $30.1 million of which was for
air ordnance for SEA. (The remaining $442.6 million represe.ated
a cut in the development and production of new munitions.) This
reduced the Air Force budget to $1, 651. 3 million, $1,446.0 million
of which was for SEA support.l0 Air Force protes{s were gargely
in vain, as became evident when an additional $265 million was
eliminated under a subsequent budget decision, PBD 471, 11

W) The net effect of these actions was to reduce the
Air Force's fiscal year 1970 munition budget from the $2, 375.1 million
requested originally in September 1968 to $1, 610.4 million as of
January 1969. Planned munitions procurement was simultaneously
cut from 1, 326,000 to 1,075,000 tons. The lower procurement
would support expenditures at a rate of only 91, 200 éons peg month,
compared to the previously planned rate of 104, 800 tons. But
-even the new rate could only be sustained by drawing approximately
30, 300 tons per month from existing inventories.12

In view of the gap between programmed production
and projected consumption, the JCS deferred approval of CINCPAC's
December request pending results of a munition planning conference
scheduled for early February 1969.13 Based on decisions reached
at that conference, CINCPAC subsequently scaled down his request
from 182,000 to 145,000 tons per month, of which 90, 000 tons
were to support tactical air requirements.*14

@I A significant deficit, nevertheless, still existed
between anticipated ordnance consumption and planned munitions
production. Under the most recent schedules, total Department of
Defense production was expected to provide: approximately

*As against the planning factor of 1.96 tons peg sorti# used
in loading aircraft for bombing operations over North Vietnam,
the new tactical air munition requirements were based on a load-
ing factor of 2.15 tons per sortie.
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129, 000 tons per month through calendar year (CY) 1969, decreasing
to approximately 113,500 tons per month (89,900 for the Air Force)
in 1970. Since this would not even sustain current operations in
SEA, let alone allow for replenishing munition stocks elsewhere in
the world, Gen. Earle G. Wheeler, Chairman of the JCS, ordered
a survey to determine future trends in tactical air and B-52 opera-
tions in SEA, the status of munition stocks outside the theater,
and the capabilities of current production and funding programs to
meet requirements.15

WA As part of this survey, CINCPAC was to estimate
monthly tactical air sortie and air munition requirements through
June 1970. In developing estimates, he was to assume that Arc
Light sorties would continue at the rate of 1,800 per month; that
tactical air forces would remain at the current deplo’yment devel;
and that the tempo of operations would continue at approximately
the same rate and within the same geographical limitations
currently in effect.16

Not surprisingly, given these assumptions, CINCPAC
replied that the magnitude of the total SEA effort would remain
relatively unchanged through mid-1970. Tactical air sorties were
expected to average 43,000 per month, while monthly air munition
expenditures would approximate 145,000 tons through the remainder
of 1969.17 The Joint Chiefs accordingly informed Se‘cretaryiof
Defense Melvin R. Laird in early March 1969 that during the next
15 months total sortie and air munition requirements would not
" vary significantly from recent experience. Between March and
December 1968, expenditures had averaged approximately 125, 000
tons a month. In January 1969, however, consumption rose to
nearly 140,000 tons, due mostly to the demands of accelerated
Commando Hunt operations. Since any reduction from the January
levels would seriously impair the interdiction effortin Lao#, the
JCS held that tactical air and B-52 sorties, hence air munition
expenditures, should be based on that level. If consumption con-
tinued at the January rate, however, either production would have
to be increased or a drawdown in the worldwide munitions inventory
could not be avoided. 18

S The Joint Chiefs reiterated the importance of main-
taining the current level of B-52 and tactical air sorties, as well
as the need to increase production. In early April 1969 they
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presented CINCPAC's revised (February) 1969 air munition require-
ments for Secretary Laird's approval.l9 Several weeks later, the
Joint Chiefs again stressed the need to continue Arc Light sorties
at the rate of 1,800 a month, 20 reaffirming a position they had
taken ever since the preceding December when the outgoing Deputy
Defense Secretary, Mr. Nitze, ordered a reduction in the number
flown to a maximum of 1, 600 per month. TUnder Mr. Nitze's
directive, any combination of sortie rates would be permitted so
long as the monthly average flown did not exceed 1, 600,

m MACYV strongly protested this directive, arguing
that a reduction in B-52 sorties could not be justified irék_vievw f
the need to strike enemy base areas and to protect U.S. forces
from the enemy buildup. If anything, the demand had increased,
due to Commando Hunt operations.22 Based on the views of the
field commanders, the JCS recommended retaining the rate of
1,800 a month through 30 June 1970 unless major changes occurred
in the strategic or tactical situation to permit a reduction, 23

@M A key consideration underlying the B-52 sortie
rate question was the high cost of munitions. The whole issue,
which was prolonged over a number of months, was in fact
directly tied to the administration's desire to cut the cost of the
war. Reducing B-52 sorties by 200 a month was expecfed to save
about $103. 6 million each month, $53.4 million of which repre-
sented the cost of munitions.24 The munitions budget had mean-
while been cut to the point where it could only sustain 1, 600 Arc
Light sorties monthly. Therefore, several budgetary agj;i,ogsmz‘
would be needed if OSD approved continuing the 1,800 sortie rate.
Specifically, $36 million in fiscal year 1969 funds and $27 million
in fiscal year 1970 funds that were currently earmarked to sus-
tain munitions production beyond June 1970 would have to be
reprogrammed. These funds would then have to be replaced by a
fiscal year 1970 supplemental appropriation. In addition, General
McConnell told the Joint Chiefs of Staff, operational and main-
tenance support would have to be funded by borrowing %or‘vn__» ot_}}er
fiscal year 1970 resources. 25 -

UENENS) In view of the military's opposition to reducing
B-52 sorties, Secretary Laird offered a choice between main-
taining the current rate and accepting a cut of $100 million in the
tactical air effort, or maintaining the current level of tactical air
sorties and reducing the B-52 rate to 1, 600 a month. 26 CINCPAC
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preferred neither alternative. Of the two, however, the "east
objectionable' was to reduce Arc Light sorties to 1, 600 a month.
The Joint Chiefs accordingly advised Mr. Laird on 27 June that
the combat situation in Vietnam and Laos required keeping both
tactical air and Arc Light efforts at current rates "as a matter of
military prudence. " Since it would be militarily inadvisable to
reduce either one, both should be retained at their current levels.
However, if budgetary constraints forced acceptance of one alterna-
tive or the other, reducin% the Arc Light sortie rate would be the '
least undesirable course. 2 ¢ 4

While the Arc Light sortie rate was being debated,
in mid-March 1969 CINCPAC revised his December 1968 munition
allocation plan to reflect an increase in Air Force ordnance con-
sumption to 109,730 tons per month through the end of 1969--3, 813
tons over the December projection. Under the new plan, PACAF's
allocation was increased by 4,490 tons to 52,079 tons per month.
SAC's allocation, however, was decreased by 1,082 tons to an
average of 51,444 tons a month, reflecting a decision to provide a
proportionately greater share of the production-limited §1-117 adkd
MK-82 general purpose bombs to PACAF. A few days earlier,
the Office of the Secretary of Defense published a new air munition
production schedule, the net effect of which was to increase pro-
duction to an average of 100,444 tons a month for the period March
through December 1969. This represented a gain of 1,013 tons per
month. 29

27

As it turned out, expenditures in the March-June 1969
period fell below forecasted rates, due mainly to a decrease in
PACAF attack sorties. Actual outgo averaged 97,983 tons per
month (7,500 tons less than the allocation) in the first half of the
year. In consequence, on 27 June CINCPAC decreased the Air
Force allocation to 103,885 tons per month (44,511 tons for PACAF
and 52,328 tons for SAC) for the remainder of the year.

WS With the decision to cut the Arc Light sortie rate,
endorsed by Secretary Laird on 11 July, and in light of plans to
reduce the number of F-4 squadrons in the theater, on 26 July
CINCPAC again revised his air munition requirements, iowerirkg
them by 11,000 tons to 134,000 tons per month. The most significant
changes were made in requirements for MK-82 and M-117 bombs,
which were decreased in consonance with the new Arc Light rate
and F-4 posture. 31
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gl rurther reductions in Air Force allocations for
SEA followed on 30 July, at which time CINCPAC lowered the
Air Force allocation from 103,074 to 97,260 tons per month--a
drop of 5,814. This revision was succeeded by a furthker scaling
down of requirements as the level of air activity tapered off and
additional budget cuts were imposed. On 12 November, CINCPAC
reduced the Air Force monthly allocation to 79,800 tons--17,948
less than before. The PACAF allocation was decreased to
35,500 tons while SAC's allocation declined to 36,800. These
tonnages were keyed to a simultaneous cut in tactical sorties from
20,000 to 14,000 per month and in Arc Light sorties from 1, 600
to 1,400, 32 By the end of 1969, CINCPAC's air munitions require-
ment had decreased from the high of 184,000 tons sought in
December 1968 to about 123,000 tons per month, 33

) Paralleling the reductions in forecast consumption,
air munitions production had also been successively reduced in the
last half of 1969. Thus, in early August, planned Air Force pro-
duction was cut from approximately 105,000 to 94,769 tons monthly.34
By December, planned monthly production was down to an average
of 170,700 tons, versus an anticipated monthly expenditure of
79,800 tons. The deficit between programmed production and fore-
cast expenditures was to be made up by using JCS reserve assets.3?
The Air Force fiscal year 1970 munitions budget had simultaneously
undergone further cuts which lowered it by another $566.1 milbon
to a total of $1,044.3 million as of December 1969--less than half
the agréount requested in the original budget submission of September
1968.

Munition Expenditures

” As in the case of munition requirements, actual
munition expenditures also mirrored the continuing heavy reliance
on air power to thwart enemy operations. Thus, in line with the
enormous increase in combat sorties flown, during 1968 Air Fo%ql
ordnance consumption reached an all-time high of 1,092,514 tons®'--
nearly 10 times the amount consumed in 1965. By the end of 1968,
cumulative expenditures had climbed to 2.3 million tc"x~s—-155ym0
more than the total air munitions tonnage expended in World War
. 38 On a month-to-month basis, outgo rose from 67,500 tons
in January to a peak of 101,100 in December. 39 Expenditures
averaged 86,510 tons per month during the first six months,

—
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increasing to an aarerage monthly consumption of 95,50% in theyjast
half of the year.4 (See Figures 2 and 3.)

ampaill Total outgo in 1969 nearly matched that of 1968,
amounting to 1,088,568 tons.4l A new monthly record was set in
January 1969 with the expenditure of 102,900 tons.42 Although
dropping to 89,100 tons in February, Air Force consumption again
exceeded 100,000 in March, when expenditures climbed to 101, 200.
From April through July, tonnage consumption fluctuated between
96,000 and 98,000, dropping to the neighborhood of 80,000 between
August and October and to about 79,000 in November and December.
Average monthly expenditures in the first half of 1969 equalled
96,828 tons--1.4 percent higher than the monthly average in the last
six months of 1968.44 In the last half of 1969, however, expendi-
tures dropped to a monthly average of 84, 600 tons, a decrease of
13,362 or 12.6 percent less than in the previous 6 months. 45 A
2-year low occurred in November when expenditures declined to
79,200 tons.46 (See Figures 2 and 3.) Tactical air sorties simul-
taneously declined from the 20,048 flown by PACAF in December
1968 to 12,144 in December 1969. By the end of the year, cumula-
tive air munition expenditures had reached 3,426,000 tons, exceeding
the total air munitions dropped during both World War II and the
Korean war by 1,267,000.47

Two weapons--the 500-pound MK-82 general purpose
bomb and the 750-pound M-117 general purpose bomb--accounted for
more than 80 percent of the air munition tonnage expended in 1968
and 1969. In all, more than 1,300,000 of these bombs were dropped
in the first half of 1968, amount